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“Dittos, Rush” 


From across the fruited plain 





“The Greatest Political Story Ever Told” [Dec. 
1995] is a masterwork. For years I felt that eventu- 
ally an intelligent, articulate voice would come 
along to help lead us out of the liberal forest. Your 
“Greatest Political Story” clinches it; you're the 
one. We can count on you in the upcoming elec- 
tion year to drive back the Evil Empire of liberal- 
ism that infests the American society. I am not a 
young man anymore, but articles like yours in The 
Limbaugh Letter make me feel younger and more 
optimistic. — RoserT W. FLEMING, POULSBO, WA 
Which is why EIB is the most healthful addiction 


known to man. 


I consider you the master guiding light in 
exposing the massive propaganda flushed out to 
the American public by the liberal media, educa- 
tors, and politicians. Thanks to you, I have 
become very confident and encouraged that most 
of America will see through the nonsense the lib- 
eral elite dish out. I enjoy reading your newsletter, 
which has become a valuable source of informa- 
tion I can use in any debate with a member of the 
politically correct. 

— JOHN O’KEEFE, NORTH BELLMORE, NY 
You, sir, have the courage to believe the truth. 


On a flight from San Antonio to Washington 
with a stop in Houston, the captain informed us a 
famous negotiator was on board traveling to 
Washington to assist in the budget impasse. (He 
had apparently participated in negotiating the 
Chrysler deal with the government.) The captain 
invited us to wish him luck in the first class sec- 
tion if we were deplaning in Houston. As we 
passed through, the man’s seat was empty, but the 





“It keeps me in touch. I can get Rush Limbaugh.” 


captain stood by the cockpit. I handed him your 
October [“Be Confident!”] newsletter, which I 
was reading on the flight, and said: “Captain, you 
know what to do with this.” He smiled as only a 
fellow dittohead could and responded, “I thought 
it was a super issue; the negotiator will have some 
excellent reading from Houston to Washington. I 
will see he gets this.” Made me feel this issue got 
some extra mileage. 

— Russ BENJAMIN, BOERNE, TX 
No one else will tell you this, but my newsletter is 
one of the most popular unofficial in-flight maga- 


zines in the skies. 


I am a diehard conservative high school senior 
who wanted to say thank you for publishing one 
of the few conservative magazines around. The 
articles you write are the only printed material I 
can use to back up my viewpoint. Your newsletter 
has been extremely helpful for quotes for my 
speeches in forensics, a high school speech organi- 
zation. I wish you continued success with The 
Limbaugh Letter ... you have a subscriber for life! 

— JENNY PETERSON, NAUWATOSA, WI 
Thank you, Jenny — delighted to have you 


on my team. 


“What’s Happening to the Truth?” in your 
November 95 letter epitomizes for me what your 
Letter is all about. Call it a conscience for the 
nation, or a Center of Gravity. Bravo! I grew up 
with an appreciation of parental discipline that 
placed a very high value on the Truth. If you 
stood tall, having admitted the truth, you were far 
better off than if you lied. Your article met a very 
important, intrinsic requirement for inclusion in 
your Letter. It struck a nerve. And in doing so it 
reminded me that the only thing necessary for evil 
to triumph is for good men to do nothing. Rush, 
keep doing what youre doing. We all need it, even 
the liberals who are loath to admit it, if we are to 
do what’s worth doing so good may triumph. 

— Larry E. ALLEN, MORRISON, CO 
And triumph it will. 


I really enjoy every edition of The Limbaugh 
Letter and always eagerly await its arrival. I espe- 
cially enjoy “Equal Time” — the short news sto- 
ries and your commentary accompanying them. 
You should produce an annual guide to the topics 
presented in the previous year’s editions of The 
Letter. Frequently, someone will discuss a topic 
with me and I will remember reading something 
pertaining to it in your newsletter but I cannot 
easily find it without looking through all the edi- 
tions. This would be a great time saver. 

— STEVEN A. JOHNS, DES MOINES, IA 
I, too, would find such an index invaluable to help 
me quickly access my own printed brilliance. Thanks 
for the suggestion — I will indeed consider it. 
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_ My friends, I don't need to tell you. Its axiomatic: 1996 is destined to be a pivotal year in American politics. The decisions we are 
about to make as a nation are momentous ones; our political choices over the course of the next 12 months will determine the countrys 
health into the 21st century and beyond. What is at stake is nothing less than the survival of the Founders’ vision. 

In his magisterial address at Gettysburg, Abraham Lincoln was not sanguine about the young republics ultimate endurance. That 
“government of the people, by the people, for the people, shall not perish from the earth” was never a certainty; he called it “the great task 
remaining before us.” Over 130 years later, the great task remains unfinished; whether we will succeed or fail is yet an open question. 

As were Americans in Lincoln’ day, we are in the midst of a profound national argument. What we are witnessing — and participat- 
ing in — is not ‘petty bickering,” not mere partisan wrangling, not politics as usual. We are choosing between two distinctly different ways 
of governing, between two opposing ideas of human nature and human responsibility, between two views of power. 

The alternatives are sharply defined. Will we have more government or less; more dependency or less; more prosperity, more innovation, 
more freedom — or less? What we decide this year will begin to determine it all. 

Which is why the fight will be increasingly ferocious — even savage. You may think that up till now the clash between the two politi- 
cal parties has been harsh, with violent language and hysterical accusations exploding from the liberal establishment. Be prepared. Its going 
to get worse. Forty years of enormous accrued power are under attack, and that power is not about to be relinquished with a shrug and a 
smile. This is a winner-take-all contest; one side will triumph and the other side will be defeated, and it will be very, very ugly 

Fortunately, we know going in what our liberal opponents will do, in broad terms. The liberal playbook is by now timeworn and 
clichéd, having been consistently — even slavishly — followed by the Democrat party since the New Deal. The playbook has one grand 
strategy, applicable to any political and social issue. It is this. In the name of the poor, the weak, the vulnerable, the voiceless, the oppressed, 
the victimized, the dependent, the handicapped, the newborn, the elderly, the terminally ill ... in the name of justice, equality, compassion 
and mercy ... take from the producers, those who assume the responsibilities of life, and amass money and political power to yourself and 
your liberal comrades. Charge anyone who objects with extremism, mean-spiritedness, cruelty and greed. This strategy, brilliant in its con- 
venience, allows you to be self-righteous and self-serving at the same time. 


poor children and pregnant women. That would violate our values.” 
THE BUDGET. Note the ringing virtuosity while perpetuating lies ... and while 
perpetuating the very promise of federal entitlement that is bankrupt- 
Thus we get this lead sentence from a Reuters | ing the country. As they deceive, they posture as the good people, 
wire story as we go to press: “Hillary Rodham Clin- | those who are better than you. They care more than you do. They 
ton launched a blistering attack on Republican bud- | love more than you do. They have more compassion than you do. So 
get-cutting proposals [there are no cuts], saying the | you should let them continue to destroy the lives of the poor, creating 
cuts [there are no cuts!] would victimize the old, the sick, the poor, ever more of them — and let them continue to confiscate the wealth 
newborn babies and women.” Straight, as I always say, out of the lib- | of the producers, creating ever fewer of them. 
eral handbook. Ditto this from the President: “I very much want to This is the battle. The budget is not proxy for the battle, as some 


work with the Republican Congress to get a | would have you believe. It is not symbolic of the great debate between 
balanced budget, but I 
will not — I will not 
— permit the repeal 
of guaranteed med- 
ical coverage for 
senior citizens or 


disabled people, for 

















the two parties. It is not a casualty of the colliding political forces at 
the end of the twentieth century; it is not a symptom of the battle or 
an offshoot of the battle or a result of the battle. It is the battle. 

“Can't they get together on the budget, and protect the President's 
‘priorities?” many ask, expressing disgust with the two-party system. 
“Can't the Republicans compromise?” 


No. This is where everything is decided. Just as 
forty years of Democrat spending decisions built the 
welfare state, brick by brick, budget by budget, 
the seven-year balanced-budget plan embodies the 
entire Republican design to free the country of its 
shackles. The omnibus package is the most sweep- 

“ #4 ing in American history — balancing the budget, 
beatae to reverse decades of surging Washington power, slowing 
the growth of federal spending on Medicare (while adding consumer 
choice and market reforms) and Medicaid, agriculture, education, and 
a host of other liberal experiments. 

And, tax cuts — the greatest threat yet to liberal power; hence, the 
next great battleground. If you think the rhetoric from the left has 
been over the edge on Medicare, you ain't seen nothing yet. I predict 
another hurts-the-neediest double reverse, enlivened by shouts of 
“evil-greedy-undeserving-rich” from the press gallery cheerleaders. 
Instant replay, anyone? 

What it all comes down to is this. The President and his party 
are staking their political survival on scaremongering. The 
budget fight is far more important than the presidential race, and 
the left knows it. Which is why they are spending tens of millions 
of dollars on emotional advertising. You've seen the spot with the 
weeping woman and her husband fretting that they are forced by 
the eeevil Republicans to put her mother in a nursing home, while 
Mom listens aghast in the next room: “J can’t ... she’s ... she’s 
my mother.” Pure BS, Barbra Streisand. 

The AFL-CIO launched its own Big Lie installment, which it 
dubs “the most ambitious campaign to date mobilizing working 
families against the Republican Congress’ assault on Medicare, 
education and college loans.” Here’s the text: “On November 
20th, Congress voted with Newt Gingrich and against working 
families. They voted to cut Medicare, education and college loans, 
all to give a huge tax break to big corporations and the rich. 
But President Clinton said no. He stood up for working families. 
And sent the Gingrich budget back to Congress. Now it’s up to us 
to get involved and speak out. Call Congress. Tell them: “This 
time, vote for America’s working families.’” (The fact is, as 
House Ways and Means Committee Chairman Bill Archer so 
deftly put it, Mr. Clinton has vetoed the only balanced budget he 
ever touched.) 

The important thing is, do not flinch. Do not lose your footing in 
the mud being slung by the liberal opposition. Do not let them sway 
you with their attempts to taunt you into acquiescence. As in Dick 
Gephardt’s stimulating holiday message, a liberal playbook classic: “In 
the Republican version of Christmas, you only get your stocking 
stuffed if it’s a silk stocking ... Gone are the notions of decency, chari- 
ty, and compassion that were the hallmarks of the man whose birth we 
celebrate each December 25th.” (And you thought they couldn’t go 
any lower.) 

But, you say, I want to be perceived as being full of decency, chari- 
ty and compassion. I have no desire to be seen as mean-spirited. I do 
not want people to be hurt or to suffer, and I dont want anyone to 
think I do. Shouldn’t we compromise, to show that we, too, care, and 
that we, too, are good people? 

You must never forget, those of you on my team, what the liberal 
version of “compassion” has brought this country. Since the conserva- 























tive playbook is full of actual hard evidence, truthful information 
and facts ... rather than spin, smoke and mirrors, here’s a long bomb 
for you. We have spent over $5 trillion since 1965 on the War on 
Poverty — which, according to liberals, is the embodiment of decen- 
cy, charity and compassion. Yet poverty has increased, the welfare rolls 
have increased, illegitimacy has increased, crime has increased, the 
dropout rate has increased, the hopelessness and dependency of the 
poor has increased. 

So let liberals continue to measure compassion by how many peo- 
ple are dependent on government programs; we will measure compas- 
sion by how many people who no longer need it. TD. 

In any event, a fascinating development has taken place despite 
all the chest-thumping on the President’s team about Republican 
budget “extremism.” As Clinton vetoed the Republican seven- 
year balanced-budget, George Stephanopoulos exulted: “This is 
the most significant act of the year. With this, the Republican 
budget is dead, the Contract with America is dead.” A few days 
later Mr. Clinton presented his third (unbalanced) budget. Amazingly, 
for all the rhetoric, each Clinton budget has moved ever closer to 
the Republican model. 

Even the editorial writers at The New York Times notice this, 
and they don’t like it one bit. “The plan that Mr. Clinton released 
yesterday to balance the budget does not really meet [the] goal, 
since he used his own budget office’s figures. By Congressional 
Budget Office standards he is still perhaps $300 billion short of 
the mark. [Actually, $400 billion short.] Even so, the new 
Clinton budget is becoming perilously like the GOP version ... The 
moment Mr. Clinton agreed to a seven-year bloodletting based on 
Congressional Budget Office numbers, he guaranteed that any budget 
he signed would look almost as unforgiving as the one the 
Republicans have passed. He can fight hard to make it gentler at the 
margins. But yesterday’s plan shows how much the Gop has already 
won.” Exactly. Precisely. Liberal psychobabble like “bloodletting” and 
“unforgiving” aside ... this is a beautiful thing. Which is why we must 
stay on offense. 


THE MEDIA. 


For my Exhibit A, I present two questions from 
a survey excerpted in the Dec. 7, 1995 issue of The 
Wall Street Journal: 


Medicare Perceptions 

1. As you may know, average Medicare spending per person is 
$4,800 each year. From what you have seen, read, or heard in the 
press, do you think that the Republican Medicare plan would: 

a) Cut spending to below $4,000 

b) Keep it the same 

c) Increase spending to $6,700 

d) Don’t know/not sure 
2. As you may know, under the plan that recently passed Congress, 
spending on Medicare will increase 45% over the next seven years, 
which is more than twice the projected rate of inflation. Do you 
think that a 45% increase in Medicare spending is: 

a) Too high 

b) Too low 

c) About right 
Source: Public Opinion Strategies, national poll of 1,000 Americans Nov. 4-6, 1995. 


If there ever was evidence that those in the media act as 


Continued on page 16 
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e “The President claims to care about the bud- 
get deficit, but he has never presented a bal- 
anced budget to the Congress.” 

e “He says he wants a government that spends 
less, regulates less and taxes less. That's a 
vision that totally contradicts his record 
over the last four years. During that time, 
spending, regulation and taxes have all 
gone up ... His record does not match his 
vision, and he cannot have it both ways.” 


rey he man who made these points was 
not me, not Newt Gingrich, not 
John Kasich. Leon Panetta said these 
things in a radio address on September 12, 
1992. He was attacking George Bush. But 
oh, how his words fit the current occupant of 
the White House. 

Panetta, once a Republican in the Nixon 
Administration, switched to the Democrat 
party in 1970 and went on to win a Congres- 
sional seat in California. He worked his way 
up to Chairman of the House Budget Com- 
mittee and helped bully President Bush into 
breaking his “no new taxes” pledge in 1990. In 
1993, Panetta became President Clinton’s 
director of the Office of Management and 
Budget, pushing through the largest tax in- 
crease in American history. In August of 1994, 
with the media declaring him overflowing 
with integrity, Panetta replaced “Mack” Mc- 
Larty as White House Chief of Staff with the 
sole purpose (yet unfulfilled) of bringing order 
and discipline to the notoriously chaotic 
White House. Panetta is now Clinton’s chief 
budget negotiator and rhetorical attack dog. 
And he is on a clear and all-consuming mis- 
sion — to make Clinton’s budget case: whatev- 
er it happens to be at the moment. 

In October, Panetta told ap that the Repub- 
lican budget “basically takes the attitude that 
you have to harm children in order to save 
them.” In fact, Panetta said, “The bottom line, 
kids are getting screwed in these budgets.” In 
November, just after the assassination of 
Yitzhak Rabin and President Clinton’s re- 
newed call for an end to violent rhetoric, 
Panetta held a White House press conference. 
He attacked Republicans for linking the pas- 
sage of the debt ceiling increase to passage of 
their Balanced Budget Act of 1995. “Don't put 
a gun to the head of the President and the 
head of the country ... That’s a form of terror- 
ism,” Panetta said. “(It’s like saying that if] you 
don't accept what we want to do to Medicare 


and Medicaid, or what we want to do to edu- | 
















cation, were go- 
ing to blow you apart.” 

Later that month, Panetta appeared 
on NBC's “Today.” Clinton “is not going to 
accept [the GOP] approach to balancing the 
budget in seven years that cuts about $270 
billion out of Medicare,” he said. “Earlier in 
the week, they basically tried to pass a skunk 
and say that it didn’t stink by increasing pre- 
miums on Medicare recipients by 25 percent. 
That didn’t work. That failed. Last night 
they’re trying to pass another skunk and say 
it's a kitty cat, but it’s still cutting Medicare 
$270 billion.” 

According to Panetta, those horrible Re- 
publicans are at it again — exterminating the 
elderly, screwing children, terrorizing the Pres- 
ident and the country, and slashing away at 
Medicare to the horrible tune of $270 billion. 

But Leon himself knows none of this is 
remotely true. Friends, I’ve been doing a little 
investigating. And I didn’t even need to re- 
construct private correspondence deleted from 
computer disks. I simply did what any jour- 
nalist for The New York Times or Washington 
Post could do. I checked Panetta’s record. 

Lo and behold, I found Leon on “Meet the 
Press,” February 21, 1993, telling Tim Russert 
that rather than a constitutional amendment 
to balance the budget, “let's do it in real poli- 
cy, and so lay down a specific path to get us 
there in 1998.” That's right, 1998! Are re- 
porters hounding Leon for his five-year bal- 
anced budget specifics? Nooo. 
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Next, I found Leon giving a White House 
press briefing on September 21, 1993, in 
which he insists that Clinton’s goal is to reduce 
the growth of Medicaid and Medicare from 
three times the rate of inflation, or from about 
10 to 12 percent annually, to about two times 
the rate of inflation, or 6 percent annually — 
precisely what the Republican plan calls for. 
“We're looking at taking these programs from 
roughly three to four times the rate of growth 
in the economy down to about two times the 
rate of growth,” said Leon, summarizing the 
very idea he now labels “extreme.” 

Finally, I found a 1991 article reporting 
Panetta’ call for a $400 billion cut in Medi- 
care. Im not making this up, folks: 
Leon Panetta called for a $400 bil- 

lion cut in Medicare in 1991. 

“DEMOCRAT PANETTA CALLS 

FOR DEEP MEDICARE CUTS,” 
reads the headline on the December 13, 
1991 San Jose Mercury News article by R. A. 
Zaldivar. “Saying the government cannot sus- 
tain another decade of runaway health-care 
costs, the Democratic chairman of the House 
Budget Committee called yesterday for deep 
cuts in the Medicare program. The proposal, a 
sharp break from standard Democratic ap- 
proaches, was part of a long-range plan by 
Rep. Leon Panetta, D-Calif, to reduce the 
deficit by cutting $1 trillion by the turn of the 
century,” wrote Zaldivar. “Under the plan, 
entitlement programs — primarily Medicare 
— would be cut by $400 billion. The reduc- 
tions would be achieved by putting a limit on 
the yearly growth of the Medicare budget.” 
Even more amazingly, Panetta proposed this 
just months after excoriating President Bush 
for proposing $25 billion in Medicare savings. 
i) December, word got around. 

Immediately, Republicans attacked 
Leon for his hypocrisy. The White House 
responded in character — they denied every- 
thing. Panetta spokesman Barry Toiv told The 
San Francisco Chronicle that Panetta had never 
advocated a five-year balanced budget. Then, 
implicitly admitting that Panetta had indeed 
drafted such a plan, Toiv sputtered: “It was in 
fact merely illustrative to show what you 
would have to do if you passed a constitution- 
al amendment at that time.” Sure, sure. 

My friends, now you know the truth; so 
does Mr Panetta. Let’s see if he decides to start 
telling it. peu 





hen I mentioned this on the air in 











My conversation with 





You've heard me discuss the flat tax. But 

there are other ideas for reforming the 

tax code, so consider those proposed 

by the Chairman of the House 
Ways and Means Committee: 


Rush: You've replaced power- 
ful “Rosty” Rostenkowski. 
Where do you buy your stamps? 
Archer: Ha! From the Post 
Office. But not the one in the Long- 
worth Building. 
Rush: Very good. Let’s get straight 
into it. Youre going to make a big 
push for a consumption tax. This eliminates the 
income tax. Would you explain: a) how it'll work; 
and b) what you think the odds are of something 
like it ever becoming reality. 
Archer: | want to completely abolish both 
the corporate and the individual income tax. 
And that means you've got to collect rev- 
enues somewhere. So, to me, it’s far prefer- 
able to collect it from the spending that 
people do — in other words, where the 
tax is levied on the price of the goods and 
services people buy. I am not yet committed to a 
particular vehicle. I am examining this to find out 
which one would be the best for our country. 
Rush: What do you mean by “vehicle?” 
Archer: That is, a re- 
tail sales tax, or uniform busi- 
ness tax, or a tax collected 
through the stream of 
business activities. A value-added tax 
is another type. There are four or five 
possibilities. | want to take the time to 
be sure which vehicle is best. 
Rush: What would define that? 
That it raises enough money? Be- 
cause you know, the critics will say: “A consump- 
tion tax will hurt the poor and the suffering the 
hardest.” Which, of course, they're going to say 
about any tax change. So how do you deal with that? 
Archer: Even the flat tax cannot be presented as pro- 
gressive as the graduated income tax. If you believe you 
must have the same progressivity, there's no form of taxa- 
tion other than the graduated income tax. So we've got to say 
from the beginning that there will be some change in that regard. 
But as to what would be passed on in the price of products and services 
— we're having an economic study done right now that will determine 
how much of it will be absorbed by business and how much will be 
passed on. Certainly, when businesses are relieved of the odium of the 
income tax, both administrative costs and the tax itself, products can be 
sold cheaper. In a competitive marketplace, businesses — once their 
costs are reduced — will also reduce the price of their products. 
So, to the degree that any of it might pass through in higher prices, it 


BILL ARCHER 





Rush: We're getting creamed. The Demo- 






crats are running Medicare ads. 
Republicans go to the House press 
gallery, tell the truth to the press 
and roll their dice with that. What 


steps should be taken to get the 
message out? 





would be a one-time increase in the consumer price 
index, the cpI. Welfare recipients are protected, 
because their benefits increase according to the rate of 
inflation. Social security recipients are protected 
because they get their cost of living adjustment, or 
COLA, which keeps them even with the rate of infla- 
tion. But when you get to lower income people who 
are slightly above poverty level, there would have to 
be some credit rebate or waiver system put in place. 
Rush: How are you going to know what they earn, 
without their filing a return? 

Archer: We're studying all kinds of alternatives. We 
are thinking about the possibility of a “smart card,” 
which would load the amount and would permit peo- 
ple to use it as they spend. But some believe we should just give a cer- 
tain amount to everybody with a Social Security number. This is basi- 
cally what Dick Armey does with his flat tax; he simply exempts the 
lower level of income. I’m not willing to embrace that method yet. But 
people will already have to provide financial statements in order to get 
their welfare benefits. You could expand that slightly and be able to take 
care of those in the lower income levels. 

We have done a study which shows 68 percent support nationwide 
for getting rid of the income tax and going to a consumption tax. 
Interestingly enough, some of the higher support is in the inner cities 
among African-Americans, because the study shows that they don't 
believe any income tax will be fair. They think people with more money 
will find a way to get around it. With a consumption tax, those who 
spend the most are going to pay the most in taxation. So it comes across 
as being a much fairer form of taxation. 

Rush: But what about the revenue 
generation? Has your study gotten 
to the point where you know how 
much money youre going to raise? 
Archer: Yes. In order to generate 
the same amount of money that the 
current system generates — 

Rush: Are you talking about this 
just replacing the income tax? 
Archer: Corporate and personal 
income tax. We've got a number of other methods of raising money; 
the biggest, of course, being the payroll tax. We would not eliminate 
the payroll tax. We might take that on later. 

Rush: Would you define the difference between a payroll tax and the 
income tax? Because to many people the income tax deduction from 
their paychecks is just a payroll tax. | 
Archer: Correct. The payroll tax I’m talking about is the FI.C.A. tax, 
which is the tax that pays for Social Security and unemployment com- 
pensation benefits as well as Medicare. It’s a fixed, flat percentage. 
Rush: When many people hear the term “payroll tax,” they consider 
everything that’s deducted from what they earn — be it BI.C.A., or fed- 
eral and state taxes, disability insurance — as all the payroll tax. They 
don’t understand that the federal government has levied a tax on the 
payroll of a company, and that whatever the payroll is, there's a tax just 
on that. It’s an activity tax, not an earnings tax. 

Archer: True. And hopefully in the end, as we get farther down the 


line, we might be able to have this consumption tax as the one form of 





raising revenue for the federal government. But in the beginning, if we 
can eliminate the income tax, we take the IRS completely and totally 
out of everyone’s individual lives. We want to eliminate any record- 
keeping which is necessary in order to comply with the IRs. 

Rush: I’m for that! 

Archer: Even the flat tax requires that you keep your records. Because 
the IRS cannot assume that the aggregate number you send in on your 
postcard will be accurate. So they're going to be sending you a letter 
and knocking on your door and asking you to produce the records that 
justify the number you send in on your flat tax. 

Rush: There’s another downside to the flat tax, which could exist with 
your idea, too. Let’s say lawmakers agree to a 17 percent flat tax. But 
then next year they decide, “Hey, you know what? We need 20 per- 
cent.” So, bammo! We have a flat tax, but the rate just went up. If you 
go to your proposed consumption tax, would you have to repeal the 
16th Amendment, so they couldn't re-institute the income tax? 
Archer: It’s desirable. That effort is being launched by others in the 
Congress, and I support it. I don’t want to tie my elimination of the 
income tax to passing a constitutional amendment, because that might 
be a very long process. But it’s very desirable to try to eliminate the 16th 
Amendment and make sure there’s a prohibition against any future 
implementation of an income tax. It’s interesting, though, that both 
Dick Armey and Steve Forbes say that 17 percent will generate adequate 
revenue — and it won't. Armey does admit that in the first year it’s got 
to be either 20 or 21 percent. But then he says we're going to downsize 
government and then in the future we'll only need 17 percent. 

Anybody can say: We're going to downsize government; we can 
reduce the tax rate. But his plan doesn’t generate the amount of rev- 
enues currently generated by the income tax. And bear in mind, he 
does not eliminate the corporate income tax either. He leaves a new 
type of corporate income tax in place. 

Rush: How much at odds are you and Dick over this? 

Archer: Dick and I are very good friends. He’s almost like a brother 
to me, and I respect him. It’s the only place we disagree, and I don't see 
any room for compromise. He wants to leave income as the basis of tax- 
ation, and I want to get rid of income as the basis of taxation. I don’t 
want to tax work in any form. 
Rush: If you could get the message 
out on this, I think youd find a lot 
of sympathy for it. But so far I don’t 
know that this is a widely enough 
understood concept for you to gauge 
whether or not there is sufficient 
support. What do you think? 
Archer: | think the chances get 
better all along, mainly because peo- 
ple do want to get rid of the IRS. 
They don’t want the government to have first dibs on their paychecks. 
They do want to control when they pay their taxes. They do not want 
to have tax on work. They do want freedom and privacy. So I believe 
we win in the end. More and more Congressmen come to me every 
month and tell me: I was for the flat tax, but youve got something bet- 
ter. This is happening in town meetings all over the country as well. In 
addition, the consumption tax handles the problem of the underground 
economy, which the flat tax does not. 

Rush: A key point. 

Archer: Not to mention the border adjustability, improving our ability 
to compete. 

Rush: Explain to my readers how a consumption tax helps our interna- 
tional competitiveness. 

Archer: Any type of consumption tax can and will be removed at the 
border when our products are exported. So the price of our products will 
not include the cost of government. 


Archer: The media is never going to give 


us a fair shake. We've got you, 
and people like you all over the 
country. That’s very helpful. 
But in the end we have to get 
on tv with our own paid ads. 






| don’t think we'll get it done 
any other way. 


Rush: You mean, to the foreign purchaser. 
Archer: That's correct. In addition, the products coming 
into this country will be charged the consumption tax and 
will pay their share of our cost of government. That’s 
one place where you reduce the take on American tax- 
payers: that would be about $300 billion a year on 
foreign products coming into this country. No 
income tax is border adjustable. 

The rate on the consumption tax will have to be 
somewhere between 18 and 20 percent, as best as 
I can tell. That will then give us an enormous 
advantage. You'll start seeing manufacturing 
plants like refineries and petrochemical plants and so 
on again built in the U.S. 
Rush: How will you get past the environmental wackos? 
Archer: That's a problem, too. You're right — we've got 
to do something about regulatory reform. But this tax 
advantage in a high-volume, low-margin product, like 
petrochemicals or gasoline, is enormous. 
Rush: Will this 18 to 20 percent be passed on at 
every level, from wholesale to retail? 
Archer: That will be the ultimate total that will 
in effect be a part of the product. 
Rush: Okay. So, the wholesaler will pay “x.” 
The retailer will pay “x.” And then the cus- 
tomer will pay 18 to 20 percent. 
Archer: Again, I haven't specified the 
precise vehicle. But if you went to a retail 
sales tax, it would be 18 to 20 percent one 
time at the retail level. If you went to a uni- 
form business tax, or a tax that was collected in the 
stream of commerce, then it would be less at each level. 
Rush: Let’s move on to the budget negotiations. Do 
you foresee the Republicans holding firm and getting 
the vast majority of what they want in this budget? 
Archer: Yes. 
Rush: So you think the Ad- 
ministration will cave. When 
and how? 
Archer: | think public opin- 
ion has got to weigh more heavily on Clinton 
than it is right now, and I think it will. The stock 
market has had continuous run-ups since the 
Ways and Means Committee first reported 
out the debt ceiling bill. It’s very interesting 
that the night we reported out the debt 
ceiling bill, with the drop-dead date of 
December 12, which showed we meant business, 
the next morning the market went up 50 points, 
and it’s gone up ever since. 
Rush: The worst news for the stock market would be — 
Archer: — failing to reach an agreement. 
Rush: Right. The headline, “REPUBLICANS AGREE WITH 
CLINTON ON BALANCED BUDGET” would be the absolute worst 
thing that could happen to the market. 
Archer: True. And that’s why we have got to hang firm. I think that 
pressure will ultimately get to Clinton. 
Rush: You've been in Congress since 1971, which gives you an in- 
credible historical view. How are you advising Republicans in terms of 
communicating? Because we're getting creamed. The Democrats are 
running these Medicare ads. And Republicans go to the House press 
gallery and tell the truth to the press and roll their dice with that. What 
steps do you think should be taken to help get the message out? 











Archer: | have reached the point where I think, and I hear you say 
this all the time on your program, that the mainstream media will never 
give us a fair shake. We've got you, and we've got people like you all 
over the country. That's very helpful. But I think in the end we have to 
get on TV with our own paid ads. I don’t think we'll get it done any 
other way. 

Rush: | agree, and if I can throw my own opinion in this interview, 
which I try to not do, I think that this whole budget debate is more 
important than the ’96 presidential race. Because if this doesn't go our 
way, it doesn't matter. Let's say this thing goes the wrong way, and is 
defeated. The people who were convinced to vote for it on the Re- 
publican side are not going to be able to 
get the adrenalin back up, the emotion back 
up and try for the same thing in six months 
or a year. It just isnt going to be there. This 
to me is the most crucial thing. The ads 
need to be run to counter what the 
Democrats are saying, because this is a cam- 
paign. Democrats are running it as a 
campaign, and so far the Republicans are 
running it as a legislative effort. Which is 
constitutionally correct. But Democrats are 
pulling out all the stops, because they see 
their way of life being totally destroyed. 
Archer: Exactly. I’ve felt all the way 
through that balancing the budget is 
extremely important, but the most impor- 
tant thing for the long term is that we 
downsize the federal government. 

Rush: Absolutely! That's really what a bal- 
anced budget means — trying to reduce the 
size of government. Does it frustrate you, 
though, that sometimes it seems the truth is 
not carrying the day? 

Archer: It really frustrates me that the 
majority of the American people still don't 
think that the Republicans have a valid bal- 
anced budget. I can’t believe it; but that’s the latest poll I saw. Especially 
because Clinton’s budget really isn’t in balance. It’s like a David Cop- 
perfield illusion. It makes the deficit disappear with magic numbers. 
Rush: He spends almost a trillion dollars more. 

Archer: He does. And in addition, he never gets it balanced by 
Congressional Budget Office, or CBO, assumptions. He balances it only 
with his magic numbers out of the Office of Management and Budget, 
OMB. It’s deficits as far as the eye can see, based on CBO scoring. It 
never gets it balanced. 

Rush: Maybe the key is the vernacular. Maybe the Republican message 
ought to be: “This administration is only interested in one thing, and 
that’s expanding government, expanding the welfare state.” I think bal- 
ancing the budget, deficits and all that, while understandable to people, 
may not have the emotional impact. 

A little politics. We've had a number of Democrats retire, resign, or 
switch parties. Do you feel confident that the Republicans can, not just 
hold the House, but can increase their majority there in 1996? 
Archer: Would I bet in Las Vegas? No. I would not. But I’m not like 
you are, an eternal optimist. I like to be pleasantly surprised rather than 
sorely disappointed. So I look for the pitfalls. But I’m not ready to say 
We're going to lose our majority. We don’t know what is going to hap- 
pen a year from now, for example, with Whitewater. 

Rush: What about Bosnia? 

Archer: Bosnia, I think, cannot be positive for him. It can only be 

negative. I oppose it strongly, as 1 opposed Reagan in Lebanon with the 
arines, even though he was my President and I loved him. I opposed 








Bush in sending troops into Somalia. This is very similar, where you 
have people put in between warring factions, and they don't have 4 male 
itary mission to fight and beat somebody. They become sitting ducks 
and I think it’s a terrible thing to do. I worry, too, about all the ane 
money we're going to spend when were trying to balance the bud 
Rush: How much? 

Archer: Bob Livingston tells me it’s going to be $5 billion. 
Rush: Where are we getting it? 

Archer: He's going to bleed the Defense Department, and then he’! 
come back with a supplemental spending bill, and there'll be huge pres- 
sure with the troops over there. 

Rush: Is all this factored in to your seven- 
year balanced budget? 

Archer: No. That’s part of the problem. 
We don't have any contingencies in there, 
and you know there are going to be national 
disasters, floods and so on, as well as the sort 
of thing Clinton’s doing. There’s no contin- 
gency built in at all. 

Rush: Most of your time in Congress was 
spent in the frustrating role of being in the 
minority. Now youre in the majority. Are 
you as upbeat and enthusiastic as you were 
when you first arrived? 

Archer: More so; because now I’m able 
to do the things that I wanted to do 25 
years ago. The first legislation I introduced 
was a constitutional amendment to mandate 
a balanced budget. I did that the day I was 
sworn in, in January of ’71. And now we've 
got a real shot at getting it done for the first 
time. I’m a rejuvenated freshman, because 
we can be on the attack; we can do the 
things we know are right, and pass them 
through the Congress, and we will — 
most of them. 


Rush: What do you think about the 


get. 


freshman class overall? 

Archer: They're a tremendous shot in the arm for us. I think we've 
got the very best of all worlds, that term limitation cannot give to the 
Congress. We've got the seasoning of a Gingrich and an Armey and a 
Livingston and an Archer, and we've got the infusion of all of this new 
electricity and new blood of the freshmen, and it all works together to 
benefit this country. 

Rush: We've just heard your position on term limits. 

Archer: Rush, I think the only way we get better government is an 
informed electorate that demands accountability. If you don’t have that, 
term limits isn’t going to get you better government. 

Rush: As we speak on December 4, do you think we'll have a balanced 
budget by December 15th or 23rd? 

Archer: The way things are moving right now and as complicated as 
the negotiations are going to be when we get down to the specifics, I 
think it’s hard to conceive how that can happen. 

Rush: Will we have another government shutdown? 

Archer: Possibly. We have not made that decision. We're going to 
have to take a long look at precisely how that plays out, and do whatev- 
er we can to make it as tough as possible on the Administration. 

Rush: If the President does, indeed, decide to carry this well into next 
vear. and, in effect. turn it into a campaign issuc. do you think the 
Republicans are prepared to deal with it as such: 

Archer: Yes. We are totally ready for that. 

Rush: All right! | dont sec how we lose. Because the Democrats are 
standing in quicksand, since they ve got nothing athrmative to offer. Bl 
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Congress News 
What a Balanced Budget Means to You. 


44 wi ortgage rates near 5 percent. An 


economy that purrs along with 
a steady jobless rate around 5.5 percent. A 
standard of living that’s on the rise again 
because wages are finally growing at a 
decent pace. A trade surplus. Experts say 
that’s what life could be like in the year 
2002, or sometime around then, if the fed- 
eral government balances its budget over 
the next seven years.” 

Says who? Newt Gingrich? Bob 
Dole? Moi? 

None of the above. Try USA Today in a 
page-one story (Nov. 27, 1995) titled: 
“WHAT LIFE WOULD BE LIKE IN 2002 
WITH A BALANCED BUDGET: Experts Say 
Most Would Be Better Off.” 

That right. I’m not making this up, 
folks. The mainstream media has been 
missing this story all year, but USA Today 
finally — and perhaps only momentarily 
— told the truth, a truth most of the 
media is too lazy or too hostile to repeat. 

Instead, we typically hear the hysterical 
accusations of Democrats claiming Re- 
publicans want to kill women and children 
and destroy the country. “It’s wrong. It’s 
morally wrong. It’s economically wrong. 
It’s the wrong thing for our country,” sput- 
ters Rep. Dick Gephardt (D, MO) in The 
New York Times about the Republican plan 
to balance the federal budget. 

Folks, don’t believe the smear campaign 
coming from a Democratic Party that is as 
morally bankrupt as the country is fiscally 
bankrupt. Democrats think they can get 
away with their fraudulent claims of im- 
pending doom because they know the 
American public has no idea what a bal- 
anced budget would mean to them — 
since it has not seen one since 1969. 

President Clinton and the Democratic 
Party, of course, have no plan to balance 
the budget. None. Labor Secretary Robert 
Reich even admitted on “Meet the De- 
pressed” that balancing the budget is not 
their goal. But Republicans have a serious 
plan. And it does a serious disservice to the 
taxpaying public for the liberal media to 
continue to cover up that truth. 

The fact is, balancing the federal budget 
would be one of the greatest decisions we 
could ever make. It would have real, direct 
impact on the lives of ordinary Americans. 

First, lower interest rates will allow 
Americans to keep more of their own money. 


Alan Greenspan, chairman of the Fed- 
eral Reserve, which is responsible for set- 
ting interest rates, says a balanced budget 
could bring interest rates down a full two 
percentage points. 

Why? Nancy Kimelman, chief econo- 
mist at investment advisors Technical Data 
in Boston says: “the government is tapping 
into our saving pool.” Thus, it must offer 
investors higher interest rates to lure them 
into lending to the government and not 
private companies. If the government no 
longer needed to bor- 
row money because 
its budgets were bal- 
anced, more of that 
“savings pool” would 
be available for com- 
panies and consumers. 
And with less demand 
and an increased 
supply would come a 
drop in the cost of 
borrowing. 

“The key to why 
balancing the budget 
could be so good for 
the economy and most people lies in 
the complex relationship between govern- 
ment borrowing and interest rates,” 
reported USA Today. “Today, interest 
rates are near two-year lows. But they 
would be even lower, perhaps by a full 
percentage point or more, if the budget 
were balanced.” 

Lower interest rates would save an aver- 
age family with a $75,000 mortgage over 
$2,300 a year. It would save someone with 
a $15,000 car loan $1,026. And it would 
save a student with a ten-year, $11,000 
college loan $1,891. Interest rates on cred- 
it card debt would also drop, saving shop- 
pers hundreds of dollars in yearly interest 
payments on their VISAs and MasterCards. 

In fact, a computer analysis of the 
Republican balanced budget plan by 
the Heritage Foundation found that 
Americans will have an additional $32.1 
billion in real disposable income between 
1995 and 2002. 

In other words, not balancing the 
budget — the Democratic approach — 
will cost you thousands of dollars more 
per year. That’s real money out of your 
real paycheck. 


Second, lower interest rates will fuel 


Not balancing the 
budget — the 
Democrats’ approach 
— will cost you 
thousands of dollars 
a year. That's real 
money out of 
your real paycheck. 


economic growth, creating jobs and 
raising incomes. 

“Businesses would invest more be- 
cause they could borrow at low rates,” 
reported USA Today. “Investment in com- 
puters, buildings and equipment would 
boost productivity further. Rising produc- 
tivity would make businesses even more 
competitive internationally. Employment 
would be strengthened. Incomes would go 
up.” The Heritage Foundation concluded, 
for example, that lower costs, more Jobs 
and higher incomes 
would lead to an addi- 
tional 103,700 houses 
being built between 
1995 and 2002. 

Third, inflation 
would decline, further 
allowing Americans 
to keep more of their 
own money. 

Balancing the bud- 
get would require 
spending cuts, putting 
less government pres- 
sure on prices. In- 
creasing investment boosts productivity, 
which would also hold down inflation. In 
addition, less inflation would lower the 
cost of massive federal entitlement pro- 
grams such as Social Security and 
Medicare which give annual cost-of-living 
increases that mount into the tens of bil- 
lions of dollars. 

Fourth, the trade deficit would fall. 

“As the deficit evaporated and interest 
rates headed lower, the dollar would 
likely suffer another slide,” reported USA 
Today. “That wouldn't necessarily be bad 
news, however. ‘It would help the trade 
deficit on a path to shrink,’ says Chris 
Varvares, an economist at Meyers & 
Associates. American-made goods would 
be even more competitive because they 
would cost less overseas. A likely result: 
The trade deficit — $106 billion last year 
— would disappear by 2002.” 

All this is why I urge you to stay confi- 
dent, my friends. Republicans are doing 
the right thing economically and political- 
ly by balancing the budget. And the 
power of that truth will eventually be so 
obvious, the evidence so plentiful, that 
even the liberal media will no longer be 


able to deny it. A beautiful thing. a 









Many people say | need to be balanced with equal time. Not so — | AM... 


EC 


A sampling of my genius, to be widely quoted and disseminated 


Wuo’s Sorry Now 


As he sentenced them to 30 years in 
jail, Nebraska judge Lyle Strom apologized 
to two brothers convicted of distributing 
crack. The judge had initially sentenced 
them to 20 years each, but the U.S. Court 
of Appeals ruled he could not give them 
sentences more lenient than the federal 
guidelines and sent the case back to him. 
Strom, who believes harsh sentences 
for crack dealing are discrim- 
inatory against blacks, then 
delayed the sentencing, 
hoping Congress would rec- 
ommend new sentencing 
guidelines. It didn’t; neither 
did President Clinton. So 
when Strom was forced to re- 
sentence the dealers, he told 
them: “I know it’s no solace 
to you, but I am saying to 
you there is no justification 
to this sentence. I apologize 
to you on behalf of the 
United States government.” 

Well, I don’t work for the 
government. So, on behalf of 
the American people — 
especially those who live in 


THE Times Discovers WorRK 


The cover of a recent New York Times 
Magazine has a guy on a mountain with his 
laptop computer. His cellular phone is in the 
grass. © THE RICH,” says the caption: “Some- 
thing has now become more important to 
them than consumption, comfort and refine- 
ment: Work. Even at play.” 

Gag me. According to the article, Amer- 
ica’s rich have given up on a lifestyle of 
“conspicuous waste” — meaning, buying 
stuff — because anybody can do that. In 
1995, more than 65,000 American families 
claim an income of $1 million. Since dis- 
playing wealth has lost its appeal, because it’s 
so common, the rich have now decided to 
work real hard. 





ual Time 


fear because their neighborhoods are rav- 
aged by drugs — I want to say to you drug 
dealers, I’m glad you got 30 years. I hope 
you serve all 30. And I hope the time goes 
very slowly. Also on behalf of the American 
people, Your Honor, I want to say, with all 
due respect: you are wrong. The justifica- 
tion for the sentence is that these losers 
broke the law. If you can’t follow that 
logic, maybe it’s time you consider another 
line of work. 





What rubbish. A few years back I 
cited the research of Thomas Stanley, who 
found that the average American millionaire 
owns a factory, a chain of stores or a service 
company. He has been married once, is still 
married, lives in a middle-class neighbor- 
hood next to people with a fraction of 
his wealth, and has never been prone 
to “conspicuous waste.” In fact, the wealthy 
are compulsive savers and investors. And 
remember, folks, 80 percent of America’s 
millionaires are first-generation rich. Some- 
thing you could aspire to, as well. These 
people don’t have to “discover” work; they 
earned their money by working. Hard. 
And achieving. The question is why liberals, 
particularly liberal journalists, seem to de- 
spise them so much for doing it. 
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NONE FOR THE ROAD 
Students at Tufts University 
are learning a lesson that 
isn’t taught in many class- 
rooms anymore. It’s that the 
handouts and freebies eventu- 
ally run out. The issue isn’t 
related to academic life. Tufts 
students are now looking 
for alternative modes of trans- 
portation from Boston's 
“drinking clubs” — that 
is, bars. They used to have 
{fee ‘taxi service, provided 
by a group called Student 
Lifeline, supposedly to keep 
drunken young scholars off 
the road. But the students 
abused the service, and ran 
it into bankruptcy. That leaves 
the students with three op- 
tions. 1) Stop drinking and, 
say, study; 2) Find another 
misguided liberal sponsor with 
deep pockets; or 3) Walk. Gee 


... life’s tough, isn’t it? 


GLOBAL CATASTROPHE 
(AGAIN) 

The U.N. has issued a dire 
warning for civilization. A 
half a billion people all over 
the globe are homeless, or 
live in substandard housing ... 
and this poses a threat to the 
entire world! According to 
the report, issued by the U.N. 
Center for Human Settlements 
(get a load of that: “human 
settlements”) ten million peo- 
ple a year die because of poor 
housing, unsafe water, and 
poor sanitation in overpopu- 
lated cities. Wally N’Dow, 
head of the U.N. agency, 
says: “We will witness at least 
a doubling of the homeless 
and shelterless people unless 
we act.” 

Well for the record, none 
of the cities predicted to be 
hardest hit by the new wave of 


homelessness are in America. 
They re: ini places like Co- 
lombia, Indonesia, and Eth- 
iopia. So Ronald Reagan and 
Republican tax cuts are not to 
blame? How can this be? Still, 
the one thing we’ve learned 
from American homeless advo- 
cates and gloom-and-doom 
population bomb theorists is: 
Dont trust their numbers. 
They’re always wildly overstat- 
ed. As are their claims of im- 
pending catastrophe. For 
countries needing help dealing 
with poverty, this profound 
but simple advice. Try capital- 
ism ... American style. 


VEGGIE HYPE 

If you listen to animal 
rights wackos, you might 
think meat is out. After 
all, the steady decline of 
red meat consumption in 
America has been touted 
as evidence that we are rap- 
idly becoming a nation of 
vegetarians. 

Not so, my carnivorous 
friends; not so. A recent poll 
put the total number of vege- 
tarians in America at a mere 
two percent. Those are the 
strict vegetarians, the ones 
who don't eat meat, poultry, 
or fish. Another six percent 
claim to eat meat only rarely. 
The rest of you people say you 
eat it occasionally; and the 
largest group, 71 percent, say 
you eat meat frequently. 

This burns wackos up. 
Well done, you might say. 
Though groups like People for 
the Ethical Treatment of 
Animals, PETA, have been 
putting a lot of effort into 
their anti-meat campaign, it 
seems to have fallen on deaf 
ears. And hungry mouths. 
While these wackos have been 
touting the supposed decline 
in meat-eating, they've left out 
a very important set of num- 
bers. The consumption of 
poultry has doubled, and 
seafood consumption has gone 
up by 25 percent during the 
same period. So people are 
eating more living creatures 
than ever before! 





RABBIT RUN: 


A war in Australia has claimed thousands 
of lives; yet no one seems concerned. A little 
history. In 1859, an Australian landowner 
imported a dozen wild rabbits for breeding 
purposes. By the 1940s Australia’s rabbit 
population was over 600 million. Here 
in America, we love rabbits — the Easter 
Bunny, Bugs Bunny, the Energizer Bunny — 
they're cute. But Down Under, people view 
them as vermin that destroy crops. So Aussie 
scientists recently developed a virus and 
infected a captive rabbit population. 

Things didn’t go as planned. Insects 
bit the bunnies, picking up the virus. In 
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DEMOCRATS TO SENIORS: “BOO!” 


The big news in Florida concerns last 
years election; specifically, the campaign tac- 
tics of the incumbent Democrat Governor, 
“Walkin’” Lawton Chiles. Turns out that 
during the campaign, a phony group calling 
itself Citizens for Tax Fairness and another 
bunch falsely claiming to be a Republican 
group, phoned seasoned citizens and flat-out 


lied to them. The goal was to scare these 


seniors out of their wits. The groups’ 
phone campaign charged that Jeb Bush, 
Chiles’s opponent, was going to abolish 
Social Security and cut Medicare. They 
also falsely claimed Bush was a tax cheat. 


DEMOCRATS TO EARNERS: 
“BOO HOO!” 


Labor Secretary Robert B. Reichhhh 
instituted, with your tax dollars, a toll-free 
number devoted to people who are unhap- 
py with the minimum wage. So when you 
called the 800 number (which I 
think we oughta dub “The 
Whine Line”) a taped message 
asked you to describe what an 
increase would mean to your 
family ... what a difference it 
would make in your life. You 
can just hear the answers. “If 
you increase the minimum 
wage, I can stop feeding my 
family dog food. I might be able 
to buy shoes for my children, 
who go to school barefoot. One 
day, why, I might even be able 
to buy toilet tissue again instead 
of using The New York Times! 
You and Bill are so good, doing 
your best to stop those evil Re- 
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October, freak winds blew the infected 
insects onto Australia’s mainland, causing 
bunny hell to break loose. In just a 
few weeks, over 850,000 bunnies were 
killed by the virus. In a national park, 
rangers counted over 22 dead rabbits 
per acre. One ranger was ecstatic, calling 
the sight a “paradise.” Heartless. ; 
My friends, didn’t President Clinton 
commit us to stop the killing of innocent life 
around the world? I know we cannot save all 
the bunnies, Mr. President, but we can save 
many. We cannot do everything. But we 
must do what we can. Mr President, send in 
U.S. peacekeepers ... save the bunnies! It’s 
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Some Floridians are so irate at these reve- 
lations they've called for Lawton’s impeach- 
ment. In attempt to smooth things over, the 
governor apologized. Sort of. He blamed the 
whole misadventure on his campaign manag- 
er and other top aides, claiming he had no 
idea what was going on. “I think they made 
a terrible mistake,” said Chiles, implement- 
ing the tried-and-true Democrat defense 
strategy: “ The buck never got here.” 

Hmm. Target seasoned citizens, then 
scare the heck out of them with absurd lies. 
If this dirty campaigning sounds familiar, it’s 
because it is exactly the ploy Democrats have 
used on the national level throughout this 
entire budget debate. It’s all they've got. 


publicans from giving tax cuts to the rich 
while they throw old folks in the street, ° 
starve kids and destroy the earth. Thank 
you for caring!” For years if you wanted to 
hear sob stories, you had to tune in Oprah, 
Jenny, or Sally. But the Clinton Admin- 


istration has horned in on the action. 
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Alice Rivlin 


“The Republican budget remains a 
recipe for the most astonishing transfer 
of wealth from the Have Nots to the 
Haves ever contemplated in an 
apparently sane country.” 

— MOLLy IVINS, COLUMNIST, IN 
THE [MCALLEN, TX] MONITOR 
The Have Nots dont have wealth. 
Thats why theyre called Have Nots. 

So how is this possible? 


“Tt will do very little good to have a 
debt-free society ... if we do not provide 
a future for children because they are 
poorly fed, cannot read, cannot breathe 
clean air or drink clean water.” 

— HILLARY CLINTON, CRITICIZING “DRASTIC 
CUTS” IN THE REPUBLICAN BUDGET, REUTERS 
Eeevil Republicans! Snatching food, air, 
water — and books — from babies. 


“People will fall through the 
safety net in droves.” 
— BILL CLINTON, CRITICIZING 
THE REPUBLICAN BUDGET, AP 


The safety net has become a hammock 
for droves, Sir. 


“As Haiti slides toward instability again, it’s 

not a bad moment for Americans to observe 

that, come what may, the troops there have 
already accomplished a great deal.” 

— EDITORIAL IN THE WASHINGTON POST, 
ACKNOWLEDGING INCREASED REFUGEES, 
POLITICAL VIOLENCE, CHAOTIC ELECTIONS, 
AND THE PROSPECTS OF KEEPING AMERICAN 
TROOPS THERE LONGER THAN PLANNED, 
CONCLUDING: “THOSE ACHIEVEMENTS 
ARE WORTH KEEPING IN MIND AS THE 
DEBATE GETS UNDERWAY HERE OVER 
SENDING AMERICAN TROOPS TO BOSNIA.” 


A classic example of a liberal brain in gear. 


pid Quotes 





‘Hillery Clinton 
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“Imagine what will happen to our nation 
if we have Newt Gingrich in control of the 
House and Phil Gramm or Bob Dole in 
control of the White House. There will be 
no stopping them then. It will be too late.” 
— Rep, MarRTIN FRosT (D, TX), 
DEMOCRATIC CONGRESSIONAL CAMPAIGN 
COMMITTEE CHAIR, IN FUNDRAISER LETTER, 
QUOTED IN THE CHICAGO SUN-TIMES 


It’s a beautiful thing. 


“We don't want savage cuts in 
Medicare or Medicaid.” 

— ALICE RIVLIN, WHITE HOUSE BUDGET DIR- 
ECTOR, QUOTED IN THE WALL STREET JOURNAL 
You want savage increases — which 
savage taxpayers paychecks. 


“He feels morally committed to work out 
an agreement, but not to just have a 
wholesale giving up of education and 
investment in technology and the future.” 
— SEN. PATRICK LEAHY (D, VT), ON CLINTON’S 
BUDGET NEGOTIATING POSITION, AP 
The only people counting on a wholesale 
giving up of education are liberal Democrats, 
who hope voters are too stupid to see through 
their scare tactics. 


“I don't think the American people ought 
to read a lot into what was agreed to.” 
— LEON PANETTA, WHITE HOUSE CHIEF OF 

STAFF, ON THE AGREEMENT TO BALANCE THE BUD- 
GET IN SEVEN YEARS USING CBO NUMBERS, ON 
THE “Topay SHow,” NBC 


So much for being morally committed. 


“T’ve always been conscious of being 
Irish. I mean, I look Irish; I am Irish. 
It means a lot to me.” 

— BILL CLINTON, IN DUBLIN, IRELAND, AP 


I believe this is known as malarkey. 
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Christopher Dodd 


Folks, | don’t make this stuff up 
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Martin Frost 


“There is a strong desire ... that 
[Clinton] be re-elected.” 

— SEN. CHRISTOPHER Dopp (D, CT), 
DEMOCRATIC NATIONAL COMMITTEE CO- 
CHAIR, REPORTING WHAT HE SAID EUROPEAN 
LEADERS TOLD HIM DURING CLINTON’S 
DECEMBER EUROPEAN TRIP, REUTERS 
I believe this is known as blarney, 


“What I heard over and over again is 


that the House Republicans worry them ... 


They're very worried about this crowd 
running the whole shooting match. 
And I certainly think they have a lot 
more confidence in Clinton than they 
did starting out.” 
— SEN. CHRISTOPHER DODD (D, CT), ON 
EUROPEAN LEADERS, REUTERS 


Lime to start EIB Europe. 


“Tf Bill Clinton was married to 
Betty Ford or to Nancy Reagan, 
Rush Limbaugh and those folks still 
wouldn't be for him.” 

— MARK MELLMAN, DEMOCRATIC POLLSTER, 
ON CRITICISM OF THE FIRST LADY “THAT 
CONTINUES TO SPEW FROM CERTAIN 
CONSERVATIVE QUARTERS,” AP 
But just think — hed be able to light 
up a fine cigar in the White House. 


“In Congress we're faced with a 
variety of problems, and I don’t have 
that information.” 

— Rep. RON WYDEN (D, OR), ASKED TO 
NAME THE CANADIAN PRIME MINISTER IN 
A LOCAL TELEVISION FORUM, IN WHICH 
WYDEN WAS THE ONLY CANDIDATE TO MISS 
ALL SEVEN QUESTIONS — AND THE ONLY ONE 
WHO COULDN’T FIND BOSNIA ON A GLOBE, 
QUOTED IN THE PORTLAND OREGONIAN 


Appoint this man Surgeon General! 
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Leon Panetta 


“My adult life meter keeps ticking and 
while I’m active, vibrant, and at the top of 
my game, I feel it’s time to move on to 
tackle new challenges.” 

— REP. PATRICIA SCHROEDER (D, CO), 


ANNOUNCING HER RETIREMENT, AP 
And what game is that, Ms. Schroeder? 


“[m not quitting, and not dying, and 
I’m not running away, and I’m not 
leaving the party, and I plan to be 

terribly, terribly active.” 
— REP. PATRICIA SCHROEDER, DISCUSSING HER 


RETIREMENT ON “CBS THIS MORNING” 
Terribly, terribly is right. 


“I was always a little hard to paper train.” 
— REP. PATRICIA SCHROEDER (D, CO), ON 
HER OUTSIDER STATUS IN THE DEMOCRATIC 


LEADERSHIP, REUTERS 
Well, Patsy, never too late to learn! 


“T look out and see so many of your 
distinguished leaders from the House 
of Lords and I think it might not be 
a bad place to be after a long and 
troublesome political career.” 

— BILL CLINTON, ADDRESSING GREAT 


BRITAIN’S PARLIAMENT, AP 
Just what the world needs. Lord Clinton. 


“Tam fighting it today. I will fight 
it tomorrow. I will fight it next week 
and next month.” 
— BILL CLINTON, TEMPORARILY NOT SIGNING 
THE TEMPORARY SPENDING BILL TO KEEP THE 
GOVERNMENT RUNNING, CITING REPUBLICAN 
PLANS TO INCREASE MEDICARE PART B PREMIUMS, 

QUOTED IN 7HE BOSTON HERALD. CLINTON’S 

OWN MEDICARE PROPOSALS CALL FOR AN 


INCREASE IN MEDICARE PART B PREMIUMS. 
What about the month after that? 





Ron Wyden 
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“We know government cannot do 
everything. We know there is not a 
program for every problem. We know 
we should not ask government to 
do for people what they ought to be 
doing for themselves.” 

— BILL CLINTON, IN SPEECH TO DEMOCRATIC 
LEADERSHIP COUNCIL, QUOTED IN THE 


WASHINGTON TIMES 
Tell it to the troops in Bosnia. 


“We can't promise you that your jobs 
and your lives wont be interrupted 


again. Too much is at stake for America. 


If you are held hostage again, we know 
you would not want us to forfeit the 
nation’s future as ransom.” 

— BILL CLINTON AND AL GORE, OPEN 
LETTER TO FEDERAL EMPLOYEES UPON 


THEIR RETURN TO WORK ON Nov. 24 
Sirs, if we don’t balance the budget we 


forfeit the nations future. 


“At some point when you deal with 
people who are extreme ... you have 
c 3 9 e 
to say no more.’ That's what this 
President has done.” 
— HILLary CLINTON, ON “RADICAL REPUB- 
LICANS,” AT A BOSTON FUNDRAISING DINNER, 


QUOTED IN 7HE BOSTON HERALD 
Please. No more, Mrs. Clinton. 


“By and large she’s been a general help 
to the President.” 
— MARK MELLMAN, DEMOCRATIC POLLSTER, 


ON HILLARY CLINTON, AP 
Not exactly a ringing endorsement. 


“She’s not Princess Di.” 
— MARK MELLMAN, DEMOCRATIC 


POLLSTER, ON HILLARY CLINTON, AP 
Not yet, anyway. 





Patricia Schroeder 
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Bill Clinton 


“[Dodd] was interested in a magic formula 
to hypnotize people and make them follow 
... In designer phrases that would ignite 
the American people and ignite their 
policies and speechmaking and their 
communications.” 

— PETER FARAGO, NEW YORK ADVERTISING 
EXECUTIVE, DESCRIBING A STRATEGY SESSION 
WITH MADISON AVENUE PROFESSIONALS ON 
“IMAGE” FOR THE DEMOCRAT PARTY AS A FLOP, 


QUOTED IN 7HE NEW YoRK TIMES 
But they already have their magic 


formula: starving children, sick old 
people, dirty air and water. What else 
could they possibly want — ideas? Nah. 


“If the American people want the 
budget that [Republicans] have 
proposed to be the law of the land, 
they're entitled to another President. 
And that’s the only way they’re going 
to get it... This is an exercise of 
raw, naked power...” 

— BILL CLINTON, IN INTERVIEW BY 


DAN RATHER ON CBS 
But no one even mentioned Gennifer Flowers. 


“T long for the day when men are asked 
the same question.” 

— HILLARY CLINTON, REFERENCING AN IRISH 
TALK SHOW HOST ASKING A GROUP OF WOMEN 
LAWMAKERS ON HIS PROGRAM: “ WHO’S MINDING 
THE CHILDREN?” , IN SPEECH AT DUBLIN’S 


NATIONAL GALLERY OF ART, AP 
Whos minding health care? 


“The lesson of the past 15 months 
is people like peace. They like the 
absence of violence. And they want to 
go forward, not backward.” 


— BILL CLINTON, IN DUBLIN, AP 
Shazaam! 
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According to Me From the Limbaugh Institute for Advanced Conservative Studies 


I have rarely received as much comment on a monologue as I have on this one. Though I have replayed it several 
times on my radio program, the entreaties continue. So herewith, excerpts from my most oft-requested monologue 


The Biggest Lie 
In American History 





ifty years from now, 100 years from now, historians will | realize they are historic ... because they’re living them. We, of 
F write about the past 12 months. They may not be written | course, do not know, if we weren't alive, what it was like to live 
about honestly or accurately in our lifetimes, just as the | through the early promises of Communism or the German Big 
things written about the Founding Fathers during their lifetimes | Lie. We don’t know what it was like for German citizens when 
were not nearly as full of accolades and praise as they are today. | Adolf Hitler came to power. But if asked, theyd tell you: “We 
Now those great men are revered. But in their day they were | thought this Hitler guy was just a madman campaigner. What else 
accused of horrible things, both personal and professional. They | was new? He was a politician.” It seemed the same old same old, 
were called names. and so everyone looked the other way. 
Dll never forget the letter I got from President Reagan after I did Comparing the rise of Communism and German fascism to 
a tribute to his presidency on my television show. I had said I was | what is going on today in the United States is not an exaggeration. 
sick and tired of the rampant revisionism about the success of the | We are indeed witnessing the biggest lie in American history. 


What is driving the lie? There is a 
fact at stake, a central truth. The 
fact is that federal spending is out 


We are exper 1encing of control. The fact is that this pro- 


1980s. But Reagan, the eternal 
optimist, wrote to tell me: “Don’t 
worry about it. I’m not upset about 


the revisionism at all — because 

I’m confident that history will a} fligate spending threatens the pros- 

judge us properly.” much more than the usual perity of this country, and threatens 
So I keep this in mind when I ; Pe future generations of Americans. 

turn on the television, and every exageerations of politics. When people born four years ago 


day all I see is a bunch of Bs. I see to the present look forward to an 


the whining of America. During We have q President who average tax rate of 84 percent over 


the brief government shutdown in the course of their lives, we must 
November, I saw an endless supply ' say that they are not going to be 
of temporarily furloughed federal looks the American Pp cOp le free people. They will not be living 
employees Siren aged the et 
eras, crying about how they wou 
have to eat cold sandwiches on and go to work every day for 16 
Thanksgiving. Followed by a plan cto balance the budget percent of what you earn? Or 
reporter declaring: “I guess people would you revolt? This 84 percent 
are finally coming to grips with figure comes straight out of Bill 
how important big government is.” Clinton’s most recent budget. 

It’s easy to get fed up as you Last November, the people of 


in peace. Would you tolerate a 84 


In the cye and. tells them the percent tax rate? Would you get up 


will starve their children. 





watch this. You want to throw a this country who cared enough 
brick through your television. But at the same time it’s important | went to the polls and asked for, begged for, this spending to be 
to realize you are living through a momentous age. Youre living | controlled. So determined were the voters that they sent 73 people 
through the biggest lie in the history of America. who had never been to Congress before to help get a handle on 
Scholars will study it. Students will learn it. How did it start, it, to save their country, to safeguard the future of their children 
how did it gather support — these questions will be asked decades | and grandchildren. 
from now, as this past year is reviewed by future historians. “How A plan was developed to reduce the excesses. This plan did not 
could the citizens have allowed this to happen to them?” they will | — did not — reduce federal spending. Instead, it slowed the rate 
ask. “Where was the great media to inform the people what was | of growth in federal spending. If properly implemented, it would 
going on?” lead to a balanced budget in seven years, so that children born 
Most people who live through it will deny they thought any- | after 1990 would not face an average tax rate of 84 percent over 
thing of it at the time. It was simply politics as usual. It was just | the course of their lifetimes, but “only” 73 percent, according to 
more arguments going on in Washington. It is always that way | Fortune magazine. 
with history. People living through historic events very often don’t Obviously, this is not a fix. In fact, if this plan had been pro- 
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posed by liberals, many of us no doubt would have criticized it for 
being too mild, for not going far enough, fast enough. But it is a 
step in the right direction, to control the cancer that’s eating this 
country’s future in front of our eyes, daily, minute by minute. 

We have a seven-year blueprint to get a handle on federal spend- 
ing. We have a slowdown in growth; not cuts. It is not drastic. Not 
draconian. Not mean-spirited. Gradually, like a soft landing on the 
moon, the budget will be balanced over seven years. 

And what has resulted? The biggest lie in the history of 
America is the strategy developed to oppose the plan to balance 
the federal budget. 

You might think such opposition is just the usual political pos- 
turing, that the people who say dire things about this plan are 
merely exaggerating to make a political point. Happens all the 
time. No big deal. Politics as usual. Give us Perot! Give us some 
independent, third-party guy! He'll lift the hood and fix it. 

No, what we are experiencing is much more than the usual 
exaggerations of politics. We have a President and members of his 
political party who go to the American people every day with the 
explicit intent to scare, to frighten, to terrify. We have a President 
who looks the American people in the eye and tells them this plan 
will starve their children. Who looks you in the eye and says this 
plan will kick your grandparents out of their homes and force 
them to eat dog food. Who says this plan will destroy the safety 
net. They say Republicans want to poison the water and the air. 
They say Republicans want to ruin the environment. This is the 


biggest lie in the history of America. 
E slant, it’s not just playing politics, it’s not just a half truth. It is 
a lie. But even that is not the point, because we can all con- 
clude that liars lie. The fact that we have a liar lying is not news. 
Sadly. No, it’s not that the lie was made. It’s how the lie was 
accepted, was unchallenged, how the lie took hold and became 
deeply rooted, and grew until the lie became in many people’s 
minds the truth. 

We have a nation overloaded with news outlets. We have local 
newspapers, national newspapers, TV news, network news, cable 
news, Internet news, weekly magazines, journalistic superstars. 
And with all that, the biggest lie in the history of America never- 
theless took hold. 

So how “extreme” are these so-called “cuts” that would fix the 
nation’s fiscal problems? The plan as proposed would take our 
deficit from 2.2 percent of our gross domestic product to zero in 
seven years. But that’s not big news. Such reductions are going on 
all over the world. France is planning to reduce its deficit by 2 '/2 
percent in two years. Sweden is planning to reduce a debt of 7 4/2 
percent of its GDP in three years. The big news is the tidal wave of 


t is not a fib. What the President is saying is not a political 


liberals, bureaucrats and the media persuading Americans that . 


black is white and white is black. 

Just remember Joseph Goebbels. Wait until you see what histo- 
rians do with the names Leon Panetta, Alice Rivlin, Richard 
Gephardt, David Bonior and Bill Clinton. Wait till you see what 
historians do with the people responsible for spreading the biggest 
lie in American history. 

It’s time for you to have the courage to face the truth. Because 
only then the biggest lie in American history will be seen for the 
fraud that it is. What is at stake is making sure the greatest nation 
in the history of the world is not uprooted. What is at stake is 
nothing less than the future of freedom. - 





Let Me Remind You 





From the Memory division of The Limbaugh Institute 


Q. When is a cut not a cut? 
A. When you're a liberal 
Democrat 


“I want you to understand what’s happening. Today, 
Medicaid and Medicare are going up at three times the rate of 
inflation. We propose to let it go up at two times the rate of 
inflation. That is not a Medicare or Medicaid cut ... So, you 
know, only in Washington do people believe that no one can get 
by on twice the rate of inflation. (Laughter.) So, when you hear 
all this business about cuts, let me caution you that that is not 
what is going on.” — BILL CLINTON, SPEECH TO THE AMERICAN © 
ASSOCIATION OF RETIRED PERSONS, OCTOBER 5, 1993 


“When you hear that I have proposed to cut Medicare and 
Medicaid, don’t you believe it. Medicare and Medicaid are pro- 
jected to go up at three times the rate of inflation. What we say 
is adopt our plan and they'll only go up at twice the rate of 
inflation. Now, in Washington they think that’s a cut. 
(Laughter.) Where I come from, most of us would give anything 
to have an income increase at twice the rate of inflation, 
wouldn't we? (Applause.)” — BILL CLINTON, SPEECH TO THE DEM- 
OCRATIC NATIONAL COMMITTEE 'S FALL MEETING, OCTOBER 8, 1993 


“We think in both the public systems [Medicare and Medi- 
caid] you can reduce the rate of growth. We are not talking - 
about cuts, we are talking about reducing the rate of growth to 
inflation plus population plus some gives, but even cutting that 
in half from 11 to 5 */2 percent, to 6 percent.” — HILLARY 
RODHAM CLINTON, SPEECH AT GEORGE WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY, 
SEPTEMBER 10, 1993 


“Well, first of all ... when you say cuts in Medicare 
and Medicaid. Let me clarify what you're talking about there. 
You're talking about reducing the rate of increase to a point 
where it is still much larger than inflation plus population plus 
a kicker.” — VICE PRESIDENT AL Gore, CBS “THIS MORNING,” 
SEPTEMBER 23, 1993 


“The first area, obviously, deals with the two principal health 
care programs that are the costliest at the federal level; Medicare 
and Medicaid. And let me preface this by saying that, again, all 
of you know that we're dealing with programs that in terms of 
the federal budget are escalating at double and triple the costs. 
We're looking at taking these programs from roughly three to 


four times the rate of growth in the economy down to about 
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two times the rate of growth. So, we're basically trying to reduce 
the very high level of growth that we're seeing in these pro- 
grams.” — LEON PANETTA, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 
DIRECTOR, WHITE HOUSE BRIEFING, SEPTEMBER 21, 1993 » 








Continued from page 4 


willing accomplices and allies of the Democratic party, here it is. 
And there is nothing really surprising about these poll results, is 
there? From what they'd heard in the media — full of dramatic 
editorializing on Republican budget “slashes” and draconian 
Medicare “cutbacks,” complete with the de rigueur “Who 
Will Be Hurt By This Latest Republican Outrage?” feature profiles — 
only 22 percent of those surveyed knew that the Republican Medicare 
plan increases spending by almost 
$2,000 per person. 

This, my friends, would be journal- 
istic malpractice ... if there were such 
a thing. But malpractice requires 
that there be standards; and in 
political reporting today, there 
simply aren't any. And there certainly 
isn’t any penalty for deception. 
What we're talking about here is 
not some obscure or arcane philosophi- 
cal point. We're talking about simple 
matters of fact ... matters that are 
important for citizens to know 
in order to make an informed decision. 
How can an ordinary consumer of news 
possibly know that Medicare spending per person goes up from 
$4,800 a year to $6,700 a year if this rather central detail is never 
mentioned by the mainstream media? 


The second survey result here — that once 
they are informed Medicare spending goes up 
45 percent over seven years under the Republican 
plan, 60 percent think it’s too high — is cause 
for great optimism. It represents an enormous 
opportunity for our side, once we get in the game. 

There’s a reason this factual information is 
omitted by the left. They know full well that it is central to under- 
standing the issue, and that once understood, the Republicans win, 
hands down. So it is up to our side to be the cheerleaders. Do The 
Wave, even. 

This is why it is essential that Republicans do an end run 
around the media. I have read printed reports that some party lead- 
ers are not convinced it would be a prudent use of contributor dol- 
lars to spend money now on the budget contest; their strategy is to 
weather this rough patch, and save their millions for major media 
during the presidential campaign. 

I respectfully disagree. By that time, in my humble opinion 
as head coach of the dittohead caucus, the opposition may 
well be on the one-yard-line. This is the contest; this is the 
battle; this is the campaign; this is the defining moment of the 
1996 war of ideas. I can only assume that the sagacity of my 
suggested play here will become obvious at the party’s earliest 
convenience. 

In the mean time, | will do my best to continue to run the video 
of liberals being themselves, in order to demonstrate how 
bracing — and downright pleasurable — it is to skewer the 
left with its own. 





Be prepared. 
establishment is not about to 
relinquish power with a shrug and 


a sinile. This is a winner-take- 
all contest; one side will triumph 
and the other will be defeated, 
and it will be very, very ugly. 
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MR. NEWT. 


Which brings us to the Joe Montana/John Elway 
of the conservative team, Newt Gingrich. Since 
the entire liberal playbook is now empty of substan- 

7 tive plays, the left has no remaining options but 
to go abies the main guy driving the agenda. As Paul Gigot SO 
aptly put it in a recent column in The Wall Street Journal: “IN LIEU 
OF AGENDA, GET GINGRICH.” 

A Reuters news story confirms this hollow strategy: “In 1996 virtu- 
ally every Democratic political candidate in every race in every state 
across the United States will be running against the same Republican 
opponent — Newt Gingrich. The Democrats believe ... they have 
finally found an unbeatable weapon.” They are already trying this 
strategy in several special elections, and 
if it “works,” look to see it implemented 
nationally. Even if it doesn’t work, look 
to see it implemented nationally. They 
have nothing else. 

“People have finally awakened and 
understand that Newt Gingrich is really 
the Republican Party, that everybody is 
either a femi-Newt or a Newtoid, and if 
they vote Republican they are getting 
Newt,” declared the profoundly inspiring 
and retiring Rep. Patsy L. (for Limbaugh) 
Schroeder (D, CO). Democratic 
Congressional Campaign Committee 
chair Rep. Martin Frost (D, TX), tells 
Democratic candidates: “I have one piece 
of advice: Their opponents’ middle name is Gingrich.” There is one 
problem: the Gingrich these guys are running against is a caricature; in a 
one-on-one with the real Mr. Newt and his real ideas, there’s no contest. 

I remember during the buildup to the Gulf War when liberals sud- 
denly decided it was “wrong” to “demonize” Saddam Hussein. Oddly 
enough, their offense at demonization appears to have ended with the 
ascension of Newt Gingrich. Chris Matthews of The San Francisco 
Examiner observes: “It’s hard to vote for a guy who seems to possess all 
the human sympathy of a car-bomber.” 

The wild fears the left has for Gingrich is simply testament to his 
effectiveness, which is the sole motivation for the ethics charges, the 
attacks, the hysteria. He’s the guy carrying the ball, in other words, so 
sack him. 

My advice to Mr. Newt and to every conservative tempted to 
change strategy or tactics in hopes of calming the other side: ignore it 
all. Stay on offense, do not bench yourself, do not moderate your 
tone, do not slow down. Changing your approach to mollify your 
critics will never mollify your critics. The reason they are so incensed 
at you in the first place is because your unmoderated tone and your 
unmodulated ideas are a genuine, lethal threat. 

Always, always stay on offense. There is a huge hole in the 
Democrat strategy, because there’s one thing they are totally unable to 
combat. We shall charge through that hole with the truth. 


The liberal 


Pa 


To subscribe, call 1-800-457-4141 
Balance your intellectual budget with my newsletter. 
Liberals: you'll need the seven-year plan. 








